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REMARKS 

§112. The claims were rejected as indefinite. Claim 3 is amended and claim 6 is 
canceled. Withdrawal of the rejection is requested. 

§102. Claims 1-2 were rejected over Kiyotaka JP '049. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Claim 1, as exemplified in the Applicants' disclosure, recites a paper-transporting unit 
[3] comprising a first section [3a] and a second section [3b] that cooperate with each other to 
transport the paper ... a positioning device [14, 15, 19, 20, 24a] including an engagement 
member [14, 15] comprised of one of the first section and the second section ... wherein when 
said paper-transporting unit is at the loading position, the engagement member provided on one 
of the first section and the second section engages the other of the first section and the second 
section to bring the first section and the second section into engagement with each other; and 
wherein, when said paper-transporting unit is at the unloading position, the engagement member 
provided on one of the first section and the second section does not engage the other of the first 
section and the second section. 

The claimed engagement member allows the two sections to be accurately positioned 
relative to one another, which prevents paper jams. 

Kiyotaka. Kiyotaka employs a stay la engaging an upper transporting section 33 so as 
to press against a lower transporting section 32. The Examiner is invited to note that the stay la 
indirectly causes the upper transporting section 33 to engage the lower tJansporting section 32. 
Kiyotaka' s mechanism may cause looseness or play between the body of the copying machine 
and the paper-transporting apparatus, so that positioning of the upper and lower transporting 
sections may not be sufficiently accurate. 

Claim 1. With respect, Kiyotaka does not disclose an engagement member as claimed, 
for the following reasons: 
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(1) The Examiner asserts that element la of Kiyotaka anticipates the claimed positioning 
device. Fig. 2 shows one end of the stay la protruding from the chassis 1. Clearly, the stay la 
engages the upper section 33 when those are folded down and the tray is then inserted into the 
chassis by moving toward the upper left in Fig. 2. The engagement after insertion is shown in 
Figs. 3, 5, and 6 of Kiyotaka. 

The stay la is feature is not provided on one of the first section and the second section as 
claimed because is it mounted on the chassis and not on either one of the sections 32-33. 

(2) With respect, the stay la also does not meet the claim language, the engagement 
member provided on one of the first section and the second section engages the other of the first 
section and the second section because the stay la engages only the upper section 33, not the 
lower section 32. Fig. 5 clearly shows the separation between the stay and the lower section. 

Claim 2. Claim 2 depends from claim 1, which is argued to be allowable. 
Claims 3-4 and 7-8. Claims 3 and 4 are rewritten in independent form and should now 
be allowable. Their new dependent claims are patentable by dependence. 
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